Introduction
In recent decades many nations have introduced forms of school choice. These school choice programs take the form of open enrollment, tuition tax credits, school vouchers, and charter schools. Each program makes it less costly for a person to send a child to a school other than the tax-funded school to which he is assigned. Bangladesh, Belize, Chile, Colombia, Czech Republic, Guatemala, Ivory Coast, Lesotho, Poland, Sweden, and the United Kingdom have systems where vouchers may be used toward the public or private school of the parents' choice. British Columbia, Quebec, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, Japan, the Netherlands, Belgium, France, and New Zealand also have state support for private schools.
1 Within the U.S., voucher programs have been proposed or enacted in California, Florida, Michigan, Louisiana, Maine, D.C., Colorado, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, San Antonio, Atlanta, Cleveland, Vermont, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, Maryland, Washington, Wyoming, Georgia, Kansas and other states and cities (Merrifield, 2002; Kenny, 2005 to an especially rich data set that includes information about respondents' houses, the quality of local schools, and demographic characteristics of the neighborhoods in which they live. Our unique data set allows us to re-examine prior studies' findings and test new hypotheses.
We find no independent role for income in the support for school choice for the general public; however, we find that public school users go from supporting to opposing choice as their incomes rise. Unlike prior studies, we find no role for age, and no evidence that people base their opinions about school choice on protecting property values. We find the first evidence that males oppose school choice more than women, and that blue collar workers support school choice. We explore the complementary roles of objective and subjective school quality measures on support for school choice. Prior literature shows conflicting results for whether blacks, highly-educated people, and people close to alternative schools support school choice. We find blacks and people with associate's degrees support choice, while proximity to alternative schools has no relationship with support for school choice. And we confirm the findings of prior literature that private school users favor choice and people living in highperforming public school districts oppose it.
Analytical Framework
Random utility provides the basis for our empirical model. To motivate our analysis, we focus on the utility derived from local public goods consumption, under the assumption of separability of public goods and other consumption goods. Further, local public goods are considered jointly consumed with house and other neighborhood characteristics. The resulting utility function is U(Z, G; ), where Z represents a vector of property characteristics, G represents a vector of local public goods, and  represents a vector of individual demographic and attitudinal characteristics.
Consider the school voucher form of school choice program. Through competitive effects or cream-skimming, a voucher program might affect the quality of public schools, an important local public good. We amend the utility function to be U(Z, G, v; δ) where v represents the voucher, taking the value 1 for voucher supporters and 0 otherwise.
Not everyone approves of the idea of school vouchers. We posit that individuals will support the use of vouchers if their utility with school choice (v=1) is higher than without (v=0),
i.e. U(Z, G, 1; )> U(Z, G, 0; ). Inherent in this specification is the assumption that vouchers represent a reallocation of tax dollars, which has no effect on individual tax bills.
Empirically, the above relationship translates to a discrete choice model, where the researcher can only observe utility with error. Specifically, we assume that utility is
represented by a linear function of property characteristics and parameters Z'α, public goods 
Data
The survey sample frame is based on a data set of had not yet been sampled; in order to help mitigate response clustering, these 10,000 were drawn using a stratification scheme that oversampled low-response school districts from the first survey wave. The second wave yielded 5,415 phone numbers and 762 completed surveys.
For the two rounds of the survey, the raw response rate is 14%. After eliminating calls to disconnects, businesses, fax machines, no answer and households with no eligible respondent, the adjusted response rate is 22%. 
Literature Review and Hypotheses
A handful of other studies examine support for school choice. Stoddard and Corcoran (2007) consider charter school support, and the rest of the studies we found consider school vouchers. Our study considers government-supported school choice of any form.
Most previous studies examine support for California's Proposition 38 in 2000 (Brunner and Sonstelie, 2003; Brunner, Imazeki and Ross, 2006; . One study (Brunner, Sonstelie and Thayer, 2001) Thanks to the combination of our survey with other data sources, our study has more control variables than previous studies. This allows us to re-examine previous findings and test new hypotheses. The previous studies have from about 3 to 13 explanatory variables, while our study has 37. Stoddard and Corcoran (2007) look at support at the state and school district levels. Kenny (2005) looks at votes by politicians; Hsieh and Urquiola (2006) and Brunner, Sonstelie and Thayer (2001) look at preferences at the commune or precinct level. But our study, like Brunner and Sonstelie (2003) , Brunner, Imazeki and Ross (2006) , and , examines individual level survey data.
In the Results section, we compare our findings to those of prior studies, where available. In this section, we briefly list the hypotheses to be tested.
- 
Econometric Issues
There are many potential estimation issues. In the case of survey data, potential selection bias poses a serious problem. We develop a selection correction model similar to Hite (1998) , which relies on neighborhood and housing characteristics to explain survey response.
In particular, our sample comes from a data set of housing transactions, which includes important property characteristics, merged with a large array of local characteristics, such as school quality, crime rates and environmental characteristics. Because the survey deals with a potentially controversial issue, individuals living in the worst districts might be more inclined to favor vouchers than average, while those in the best districts might be more inclined to oppose vouchers, in fear that opening their schools to outsiders could lower quality. Thus, we expect that people at extremes of the school quality distribution will be more likely to respond.
3
Race and age are other factors with potential to induce selection bias, for which we use Census block characteristics as proxies. Thus, even though we cannot observe the personal characteristics of non-responders, we can develop a two-stage selection model (Heckman, 1974; Maddala, 1986) to mitigate potential bias. The first stage of the model is a probit that predicts the probability that a person responds; from the first stage probit an inverse Mills ratio (IMR) is created, which is then used as an explanatory variable in our models of interest, models that examine supporters of school choice. Although we include the IMR in our models of school choice, we find it is never statistically significant, suggesting that sample selection bias is perhaps not of great practical concern; we suspect that this may be in part due to the sampling scheme employed in the second survey wave. 4 The first stage model is reported in Appendix A, along with an in-depth discussion.
Spatial dependence is a second important issue in our data. Its presence would invalidate standard errors and/or cause biased parameter estimates, necessitating the use of a spatial probit model (McMillen, 1992; LeSage, 1999) . However, a likelihood ratio test fails to reject the null hypothesis of no spatial dependence, as does a Moran's I test, so spatial dependence is not an issue in the current sample. 5 We suspect that the survey respondents are sufficiently geographically dispersed so as to eliminate spatial dependence.
Another concern is heteroskedasticity. A Breusch-Pagan test rejects the null of homoskedasticity at the 1% level of significance. 6 Despite the presence of heteroskedasticity, the standard errors change little when corrections are made. Jackknifing, robust standard errors, and clustered standard errors all provide nearly identical t-ratios to uncorrected regressions. We adopt robust standard errors.
Results
The first column of results in Table 2 is the baseline regression that tests many of the key hypotheses. Hsieh and Urquiola (2006) find high-income people the most likely to move from public to private schools to take advantage of Chile's voucher program. Bettinger (1999) finds low-income students the most likely to take advantage of charter schools in Michigan,
while Willms and Echols (1992) find the opposite for Scotland's voucher program. Sandy (1992) finds Michigan voters less likely to support a voucher initiative the higher their incomes; similarly, Stoddard and Corcoran (2007) find higher-income school districts less likely to support charter schools. However, given the other controls, we find no independent role for income in
Ohioans' attitudes toward school choice. Our lack of income significance may result from the wide variance of Tiebout sorting in our sample. 7 Brunner and Imazeki (2006) Older Americans have been found to oppose school choice (Brunner and Sonstelie, 2003; Brunner, Sonstelie and Thayer, 2001; Brunner, Imazeki and Ross, 2006) . We find a person's age is unrelated to support for school choice. We also find the value of a person's house unrelated to support for school choice. 9 We will have more to say about property values in later experiments. Controlling for race, income and education, we find blue collar workers are more likely to support school choice; we suspect the blue collar result may be related to a cultural disposition by these workers to provide better futures for their offspring. In contrast, males are less likely to support choice; the marginal effect for Male is the third-strongest in the baseline regression, stronger than the presence of children in a household. This perhaps follows from the notion that women are more actively involved in their children's education than men. In contrast, Brunner, Imazeki and Ross (2006) find no relationship between gender and support for school choice.
People with children support school choice, all else constant, and the strength of their support is similar whether the children are school-aged or younger than school-aged.
We find racial minorities more likely to support school choice. Theirs is the secondstrongest marginal effect. The race and school choice support finding is consistent with Sandy (1992) and Howell, et al. (2002) , but inconsistent with Brunner and Sonstelie (2003) , who find race unrelated to support for school vouchers.
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The strongest marginal effect in the baseline regression belongs to respondents with graduate degrees. Such people strongly oppose school choice. This is a different result than Hsieh and Urquiola (2006) , who find that higher-educated parents were the ones who took greatest advantage of Chile's voucher program. It also contradicts Stoddard and Corcoran (2007) , who find higher education levels positively related to charter school support. But it is consistent with Brunner and Sonstelie (2003) , who generally find higher education levels negatively associated with support for California's school voucher initiative.
Brunner, Sonstelie and Thayer (2001) find homeowners in high-performing public schools oppose school vouchers. Sandy (1992) finds people living in low-performing public schools strongly support vouchers. Stoddard and Corcoran (2007) find more support for charter schools in public school districts with high dropout rates. The current study finds evidence consistent with these studies. The better a respondent's public school district performs on a state-wide proficiency test, the less likely the respondent is to favor school choice. This is in keeping with our hypothesis that those in good school districts want to bar entrants who may harm school district performance. The relationship is measured with precision, but the marginal effect is only comparable to that of Blue Collar; together, Blue Collar and Public Proficiency have the weakest marginal effects among the statistically significant variables.
We expand upon the baseline results to further explore the role of race in school choice support. The Minority variable is replaced by a series of racial and ethnic variables: Black, Hispanic, Asian, Indian, and Other Race. The results of the Race 1 column of Table 2 show that all the minority support for school choice comes from respondents of African descent. Brunner, Imazeki and Ross (2006) find that whites in California in schools with a high proportion of minority students support vouchers, but that this result disappears when controlling for the quality of the school. We test this proposition in the Race 2 column of Table 2 , creating an interaction term between whether the respondent is white and the percentage of minority students in his school district. With the interaction term and school quality included, we find the respondent's race and the racial makeup of his school district are not related to school choice support.
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A person's support for school choice depends on the performance of his school district, where performance is measured by proficiency test passage. But there are other ways to measure school quality besides proficiency tests. Another desirable school characteristic is the degree to which a school is unruly, disruptive, or dangerous. We add School Disciplines as a competing school quality measure to proficiency passage and see how it is related to school choice support. The School Outcomes 1 column of Table 2 shows that the unruliness of a public school is not related to a respondent's opinion on school choice, but that proficiency passage remains a significant influence. When School Disciplines is included instead of proficiency passage in an unreported regression, School Disciplines still fails to achieve statistical significance.
Objective measures of school quality can be important, but a person's subjective opinions about school quality may also matter. Opinions may capture something different than objective measures of quality. Converting respondents' unobserved utility rankings to linear categorical rankings is not ideal, but is useful for exploring the impact of people's opinions. We assign values from 1 to 5 depending on whether the respondent believes his assigned public school district is poor, not good, fair, good, or excellent. The resulting variable is Opinion Own
Public. When Opinion Own Public substitutes for proficiency test scores, the opinion variable is negative and statistically significant, indicating that those who think highly of their assigned public schools tend to oppose school choice. In the School Outcomes 3 column of Table 3, when both the opinion variable and the proficiency test variable are included simultaneously, both are statistically significant, suggesting that opinion and objective quality measures each capture something different. In fact, the opinion variable has a larger t-ratio than the objective measure of quality. The importance of subjective measures is also validated in the medical literature: subjective measures of health strongly predict mortality even controlling for physical health (Ofstedal et al., 2003) .
Recognizing the limitations of our Opinion Own Public variable, we substitute a series of dummy variables for whether the respondent believes his assigned public school is excellent, good, or fair, with not good and poor as omitted categories. The School Outcomes 4 column of In the hedonic literature, one of the strongest non-structural contributors to house price is the quality of the public school district to which the house is assigned (Haurin and Brasington, 1996) . People pay a premium to live in a house with a high-performing public school, and receive a house price discount for having a low-performing public school. Some research (Hoyt, 1996; Reback, 2005) finds a relationship between house prices and school choice through the capitalization of public school quality. Minnesota's open enrollment program lets some students attend a different school than the one to which their house is assigned. Hoyt and Reback find that house prices fall in school districts that accept students from lower-performing school districts, and house prices rise in areas where students transfer to better-performing school districts. Given these findings, we suspect that people with expensive houses and those in high-performing school districts have the most to lose with school choice, so we include both proficiency test passage and the sale price of a respondent's house as regressors. We find that, all else constant, the sale price of a person's house is not related to their support for school choice. In contrast, Brunner, Sonstelie and Thayer (2001) find less support for school vouchers in California precincts with a high house price premium for school quality.
But a test of the capitalization motive for supporting and opposing school choice must focus on the Public Proficiency variable. Its negative sign in the Baseline regression could reflect a motive of protecting house prices: people with high-performing schools vote against choice to preserve the house price premium they paid to live in a good school district. But the negative sign could also reflect people's satisfaction with school quality in high-performing school districts. To separate these hypotheses, we restrict the sample to the 493 homeowners who have no children. If Public Proficiency is negative in this sample, it suggests people in highperforming school districts oppose choice to protect property values. 13 The results in the Capitalization column of Table 4 do not support this scenario, as the Public Proficiency variable fails to achieve statistical significance. Further study is required, but the results call into question the role of capitalization of school quality into house price as a factor determining people's support for school choice. People in high-performing school districts seem to oppose choice simply because they are satisfied with the quality of their public school districts, and conversely, they support choice because they are dissatisfied with their public school districts.
Another failed experiment was to include respondents' pastimes as proxies for underlying attitudes that could be determinants of school choice support. In certain previous experiments with a similar data set, we found that bowlers were more likely to support school choice, but in an in unreported regression, we find that participating in fishing, yachting, arts, skiing, bowling, golf, dining, Nascar, crafts, and music are unrelated to support for school choice. We also wondered if living in the Cleveland MSA would affect a person's support for choice, given that Cleveland has an active voucher experiment. However, an unreported regression shows a Cleveland MSA dummy is insignificant.
Controlling for quality, proximity to public schools generally commands a house price premium (Owusu-Edusei, et al. 2007 ). By extension, proximity to private schools may make people stronger supporters of school choice, just as proximity makes people more likely to use private schools (Fairlie and Resch, 2002) . They may have moved close to private schools because their children use them, or at any rate they face a lower transportation cost of using private schools than people living farther away, making them more likely to take advantage of a tuition tax credit. To test whether people who live near private schools are more likely to support school choice, we add Distance to Private to the regression. The results appear in the Distance 1 column of Table 4 . Despite its theoretical appeal, we find no evidence that proximity to a private school affects a person's support for school choice, all else constant. In an unreported regression, we find the interaction terms between having children and the distance to private schools are also insignificant, so that neither parents nor the general public seems to care about the distance to private schools when assessing their support for school choice.
Because Cleveland has an experimental voucher program, residents of Cleveland may be more sensitive to distance to private schools. But in another unreported regression, we find that Cleveland residents are no different than everyone else concerning distance to private schools.
Another way to measure the convenience of private schools recognizes that private schools are less common in rural areas. In addition, because rural housing is more dispersed than urban housing, the distance from a house to a private school is likely to be higher in rural areas. Furthermore, in rural areas there is less choice in public school alternatives, and the nearest public school may be farther away than in urban areas. We use the percentage of houses in a Census block group that are in rural areas to proxy for alternative school convenience, and report regression results in the Distance 2 column. Hsieh and Urquiola (2006) find the largest growth in market share for private schools in Chile's voucher program was in urban areas. Brunner, Imazeki and Ross (2006) Ours is the first study to find gender systematically related to school choice support:
men support school choice less than women. Our study also discovers that having a blue collar occupation independently raises the probability of support for school choice. Unlike prior studies, we find no role for age or the availability of convenient public and private school alternatives in the support for school choice. The presence of an active voucher experiment in Cleveland does not affect support for school choice in the Cleveland area. We also do not find that people's support for school choice is designed to protect their property values.
The role of race and income continues to be debated in the literature. We find minorities-specifically blacks-favor school choice more than whites. We find no independent role for income in support for school choice among Ohioans as a whole. But we find that among users of public schools, those with lower incomes are more likely to support choice, while those with higher incomes are more likely to oppose school choice.
There are many remaining issues that could still be investigated. Our study examines the support for school choice in general, but it would be nice to see which groups of people support public school choice but not private school choice, and vice versa. Our study goes hand in hand with many of the Brunner papers in trying to figure out people's motives for supporting and opposing choice, but a more thorough investigation of these motives is needed. The growth of school choice suggests that its proponents are politically more powerful than those who oppose school choice. Still, it would be informative to examine if supporters of choice are more politically active. It would also be interesting to find out which groups of people are undecided about school choice, and thus still open to influence by pro-and anti-choice groups'
propaganda.
Appendix A: Sample Selection
Sample selection bias is a serious concern for survey data. We correct for sample selection bias using the two-stage technique of Heckman (1974) and Maddala (1986) . The first stage is a regression of whether a person responded to the survey or not. Although a number of school characteristics were tested in the model, the school attendance rate is the only significant school measure affecting response rates. From the model estimates in Table A1 , neighborhood income characteristics were more likely to affect response. For example, we find those living in more income-heterogeneous Census block groups (CBGs) are more likely to respond to the survey; in addition, those in racially heterogeneous areas are also more likely to respond.
We also find negative environmental factors in a neighborhood, measured by air pollution in a Census tract, and proximity to an environmental hazard, contribute significantly to willingness to respond to the survey. We posit that such areas may be more urban, thus experiencing lower school quality.
In contrast, we find that individuals in blue collar neighborhoods were less likely to respond, as were individuals in neighborhoods with high poverty rates. This may be an artifact of the survey methodology, as those in high-poverty areas may be more likely to have their phone disconnected, and those in blue-collar neighborhoods may be more likely to work long hours and thus be unreachable during the early evening hours in which the survey was conducted.
Not surprisingly, those with a more vested interest in the survey were more likely to first, this may reflect individuals living in CBGs where there are many single parents, and second, it is possible this reflects the notion that school quality can be seen as a public good that increases property value, which may be a concern of single young professionals.
Participation is also associated with education levels, with CBG percentages of individuals with high school and graduate degrees having a significantly positive effect on response probability.
Finally, certain individual housing characteristics contribute to response probability. For example, individuals living in larger houses with patios are more likely to participate, while having many bathrooms tends to decrease response probability. Considering the characteristics of housing stock in a metropolitan area, we suspect that these combined characteristics may reflect more urban, as opposed to suburban, neighborhoods.
Taken as a whole, the parameter estimates of the response probability model appear to suggest that the school choice issue may be of more interest to those in urban rather than suburban areas; cross frequencies of population density and response (not reported) support this result. This indicates that there may indeed by selectivity by respondents. Thus, we construct an inverse Mills ratio from this model to incorporate selectivity into our school choice support regressions.
Appendix B: Survey Instrument
2006 Housing and Schooling Phone Survey "Hi, my name is _____________ and I am calling on behalf of the Public Policy Research Lab. We are conducting a survey on housing and school vouchers. All responses will remain strictly confidential, and you may refuse to answer any question or end the survey at any time.
Would you be interested in taking the survey?
[If they ask, research is for Dr. David Brasington of the economics department, Ohio State PhD, for a study on school vouchers. The information will be used for research only and will not be sold to telemarketers. IRB contact information given at end of survey.]
First, I would like to start by asking your opinion on public and private schools in your area. Would you say that your public school is __ Excellent __ Good ___ Fair ___ Not Very Good __ Poor Would you say that your nearest private school is Excellent __ Good ___ Fair ___ Not Very Good __ Poor
Would you say that the typical public school in your state is __ Excellent __ Good ___ Fair ___ Not Very Good __ Poor
Should the government spend money to assist families who want to send their children to private or religious schools, or should government money only be spent on children who attend public schools? __ Spend only on public schools __ Assist private and religious __ Don't Know
Should the government spend money to assist families who want to send their children to a different public school than the one they are assigned to? __ Yes __ No __ Don't know Which of the following are the TWO most important reasons you chose your current house? __ Local taxes are low __ Neighborhood is safe __ House is conveniently located __ Local public school is good __ Pollution levels are low Did you buy your house in 2000? _ Yes _ After 2000 _I'm a renter Many states, including Ohio, are considering funding different types of choice programs for schools. These programs would allow parents to choose any school --public or private --for their children to attend from kindergarten through high school. Would you favor or oppose these types of choice programs, or haven't you thought much about it? __ favor __ oppose __haven't thought much about it 
